This research examines factors that contribute to persistence of sophomore students. It builds a model to predict the likelihood of leaving the institution by third year and explores whether the concept of transfer receptivity can be used to explain differences in persistence between continuing and transfer sophomore students. Results indicate that financial variables and transfer status are the most important variables in sophomores' retention. Other student precollege characteristics and experiences during college also display statistical significance in the model we built. Implications for theory and practice are presented, including a discussion of a persistence framework and transfer receptivity concept.
wrestle with important questions such as: Why and when do students leave their universities or colleges? What can be done to help students complete their education?
First-year college transition and success has been a focus of study and intervention aimed at improving college completion. As a result, there are many efforts addressing persistence from first to second year (National Resource Center for The First-Year Experience and Students in Transition, 2014) . Sophomore success has not been as prominent a topic of study, even though at many institutions a similar percentage of students leave after the second year as after the first year (Hayes, Whalen, & Cannon, 2008) . To impact graduation rates and better understand the student population, sophomores must be considered in addition to freshmen (Hunter,Tobolowski, & Gardner, 2010) . Scholars identified choice of major, relationships on campus, and campus integration as areas of concern for sophomores (Graunkey & Woolsey, 2005; Hunter et al., 2010; Schaller, 2005) . Others found that variables affecting retention differ for sophomores compared with freshman (Ishitani, 2016; Schreiner & Nelson, 2013) . For example, in Ishitani's (2016) study, grade point average (GPA) had a much stronger positive effect for sophomores than freshmen; parental education and family income were not predictors for freshmen but had significant effects for sophomores.
Prior to obtaining a bachelor's degree, almost 75% of students in the United States will attend multiple institutions (Adelman, 2006) and a large number will transfer as sophomores (Hossler, Shapiro, & Dundar, 2012) . Yet, few studies on sophomores included transfer status as a variable of interest. While nationallevel enrollment tracking and state-level performance funding for public institutions largely focus on retention and graduation rates for students who start as freshmen. Bahr, Toth, Thirolf, and Masse (2013) have argued that if higher education is going to address issues of access, equity, and graduation, particularly for low-income and underrepresented minority students, we must pay attention to transfer students' transition and success at 4-year institutions. Community colleges serve as the point of entry to higher education for 50% of all Latino and 41% of African American students, but the rate of transfer to 4-year institution is lower for underrepresented groups than for White or Asian students (Crisp & Nunez, 2014) . It is a critical oversight to assume that all sophomores are continuing students, particularly at large public institutions of higher education. This oversight hinders institutions ability to address potential gaps in achievement for underrepresented students. Where researchers have included attention to transfer sophomores they have found that transfer status had a negative effect on GPA (Graunkey & Woolsey, 2005) and that transfer students had lower retention than continuing students in 4-year institutions (Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010) .
Our study has set out to investigate factors influencing sophomore retention, with transfer status included as a key variable of interest. Further, we were interested in examining whether factors influencing retention differed for continuing and transfer sophomores. In this study, students are considered sophomores based on the number of credits they completed at any institution they attended, that is, at least 45 quarter credit hours earned at the focus institution, transferred, and accepted at the focus institution, or a combination of the two.
Conceptual Framework
For a conceptual framework, we draw on Terenzini and Reason's (as adapted in Reason, 2009 ) model of student persistence as well as the research on posttransfer transition processes. Reason and Terenzini (as cited in Reason, 2009 ) synthesized several models of student retention (Astin, 1993; Pascarella, 1985; Tinto, 1993) with a model of organizational effects on student outcomes (Berger & Milem, 2000) and proposed a comprehensive model of influences on student learning and persistence. Reason's (2009) proposed model included variables in four areas as influencers of students' persistence. First, precollege characteristics and experiences were those variables outside of the institution's influence such as race, gender, socioeconomic background, and high school or transfer GPA. Student dispositions such as self-efficacy were also considered precollege characteristics. Second, Reason's model included organizational context, pointing out that organizational culture, structure, and policy factors could impact student retention in addition to or in concert with individual characteristics and experiences. Third, an individual student's peer environment including the relationships they built with other students on campus was an important influence on student persistence. Finally, individual student experiences with faculty and the curriculum could influence retention in addition to student behaviors such as academic performance, selection of a major, and involvement. Reason's (2009) model was based on research largely focused on first-year students. We used Reason's model as a guide to explore sophomore retention, an approach that extends the research on which the model was based, but also brings attention to important subpopulations that have not been captured in research focused on freshmen, namely transfer students. Reason and GansemerTopf (2013) later argued that the models in use must be updated to account for new students and enrollment patterns. He noted that students who are swirling among institutions require us to revisit influential variables and relationships among variables used in previous models.
In a review of posttransfer literature, Bahr et al. (2013) identified five concepts related to transfer student success at 4-year institutions: integration, involvement, environmental pull, capital, and transfer, receptivity. While each of these five concepts provides a lens to explore transfer success, we believe that transfer receptivity has the potential to enhance retention models by explaining organizational practices and experiences students encounter after transfer. Jain, Herrera, Bernal, and Solorzano (2011) defined transfer receptive culture as ''an institutional commitment by a four-year college or university to provide the support needed for students to transfer successfully' ' (p. 257) . In our analysis, we used transfer receptive culture less as a theory we empirically tested and more as a concept that informed our discussion of policy and practice.
Literature Review
We used Reason's (2009) model as a framework to explore the literature on sophomore persistence and success and added literature related to transfer student transitions. Due to the limited nature of the literature on sophomores, we reviewed literature that looked at many measures of success, not only retention. Researchers who studied sophomores have examined outcomes such as student retention (Coughlan, Fowler, & Messel, 2009; Schreiner, 2009; Yu, DiGangi, Jannasch-Pennerr, & Kaprolet, 2010) , intent to re-enroll (Schreiner, 2010; Willcoxson, 2010) , and academic success (Graunke & Woolsey, 2005; Vuong, Brown-Welty, & Tracz, 2010) . The literature on transfer student transition and success at the 4-year institutions is similarly varied with a focus on many different definitions and measures of success (Bahr et al., 2013) . Overall, there is very little literature that focuses on sophomore transfers. For the purposes of clarity, we divide sophomore students into groups: Those who started at the institution as first-time freshman (referred to as continuing students) and students who transferred as sophomores.
Precollege Characteristics
Reason's (2009) model started with student precollege characteristics including student demographics, academic preparation, student dispositions, and socioeconomic status. The work on sophomores includes investigations of demographic variables and student dispositions, but, as Schaller (2010) noted, there has been much less focus on socioeconomic and financial variables. The literature on transfers at 4-year institutions has included attention to demographics and financial variables as well as community college GPA and student locus of control.
There is mixed evidence relating to the impact of gender and ethnicity on sophomore retention, with some researchers finding that ethnicity and gender influence retention (Graunkey & Woolsey, 2005; Yu et al., 2010) while others found no effect for these variables (Coughlan et al., 2009; Willcoxson, 2010) . Gender and ethnicity were negative predictors of sophomore GPA in one study (Graunke & Woolsey, 2005) . In another (Yu et al., 2010) , White and Asian students were found to have higher retention rates than sophomores from other ethnic groups. Wang and Kennedy-Phillips (2013) found that Asian sophomores were less involved with peers than other groups. A few researchers examined self-efficacy, a student disposition, as a factor in sophomore success and found positive relationship with academic success factors such as GPA (Vuong et al., 2010) . A student's financial situation is also an important precollege characteristic, and financial challenges may become more apparent during the second year of college (Bowen, Chingos, & McPhereson, 2009; Gahagan & Hunter, 2006) . However, very little attention is paid to student socioeconomic characteristics in the literature on sophomore success.
A student's transfer status is not a pre-college characteristic; however, it arguably is a pre-university characteristic in that it lies outside the influence of the 4-year institution to which the student is transferring. We argue that it is an important precollege indicator for our research. For transfer students, precollege characteristics such as community college GPA and perceived locus of control were related to community college transfer student retention (Wang, 2009 ). Moreover, low academic self-confidence was negatively related to academic adjustment (Laanan, 2007) . Li (2010) found that low-income transfer students had a lower probability of degree attainment than continuing students. Melguizo, Kienzl, and Alfonso (2011) found no difference in degree attainment between community college transfer students and continuing juniors. While Porter (1999) found a difference between continuing and transfer students in retention, likelihood of graduation and GPA, the author asserted that studies can have different results due to inconsistency of populations included in the studies. Porter argued that to achieve population consistency, returning transfer students should be compared with returning continuing students. This should mitigate transfer student newness factor and eventual transfer shock.
Organizational Characteristics
As students enter university, they encounter organizational characteristics such as structural-demographic features (size, public-private control, and selectivity) and organizational behavior, including culture and climate (Reason, 2009) . Most studies of sophomores have left out organizational factors, however some researchers surmised that with so much attention on first year, students entering their second year may feel neglected (Gahagan & Hunter, 2006; Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010) . The posttransfer transition literature has recently proposed transfer receptivity concept, which falls into the category of organizational behavior (Jain et al., 2011) . Other researchers suggested that some universities stigmatize transfer students which impedes their adjustment and integration at the 4-year institution (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011) or provokes frustration by treating transfers like first-year students (Townsend, 2008) .
One of the important results noted in Li's (2010) study about students transferring from 4-year to 4-year institution is the discrepancy in the probability of timely graduation for students with different enrollment patterns. Li found that students with continuous enrollment in one institution have the highest probability of graduating with a bachelor's degree within 6 years. Transfer students who enroll in another 4-year institution without a break have a lower probability of obtaining degree than continuing students at the same institution but higher probability than students who continue at a different or even the same institution after taking a break. Li attributed these findings to multiple factors, some related to students characteristics and behaviors and others to institutional factors, such as transfer policies, or as noted earlier, culture and organizational behavior. Berger and Lyon (2005) asserted that it is the responsibility of each institution to graduate students they accept, and retention strategies should be tailored to the student population it admits taking into consideration context of each particular institution.
One aspect of the institutional environment that sophomores encounter is the ability of the institution to invest financially in its students. Institutional policy related to private grants may affect which students are able to continue at the institution. We argue that some types of financial variables can be included as organizational characteristics. Although Schaller (2010) argued for the need to include financial variables when studying sophomore students, there is little research exploring the impact of financial aid on sophomore persistence. Some researchers documented the positive effect of student aid on persistence but did not isolate the sophomore year as a target of study (Bettinger, 2004; Desjardins & McCall, 2010; Hossler et al., 2012) . While Coughlan et al. (2009) found that financial aid did not differ between sophomores who returned to an institution for Year 3 and those who did not, most other researchers studying sophomores did not include financial variables as factors at all. There is little reason to believe that students' financial challenges will have resolved themselves as they move through their second year of college (Bowen et al., 2009 ). Miller (2013 suggested that institutional practices at universities receiving transfer students are very important to transfer student retention and specifically pointed out the difficulty transfer students may have navigating the financial aid processes across institutions. The systems may be different, students may apply too late to qualify for institutional aid, and may be forced to take loans to cover the increased cost associated with attending a 4-year institution. She also noted that many institutions award their institutional aid to first-year students, leaving even transfers who apply early with few options for supplementing federal grants that often do not cover the entire cost of a 4-year school, a sentiment echoed by the transfer students in Gard, Paton, and Gosselin's (2012) study. We did not directly address the issue of a potential gap in financial aid between continuing and transfer students, but we did include amount of institutional aid in our model.
Peer Environment
A student's peer environment, which conveys the norms of the social and academic world in the university, is vital to their persistence (Reason, 2009) . Peer relationships are an important part of the sophomore retention and have been associated with increased satisfaction with the institution (Coughlan et al., 2009; Schreiner, 2010) . Sophomores, who are often in the midst of determining their academic direction and personal values, find connections with peers who have similar academic interests and share similar values to be a source of support (Schreiner, 2010) .
For transfer students, there may be less opportunity to develop peer relationships because they have shorter amount of time in which to accomplish that effort and may enter after others have already established social groups (Townsend, 2008) . Transfer students interviewed in Ellis' (2013) study attested to the difficulty of making peer connections at an institution where groups had already formed before they arrived. Another challenge for transfers is a lack of engagement or integration into the institution (Miller, 2013; National Survey of Student Engagement, 2009 ). Dennis, Calvillo, and Gonzalez (2008) found that transfer students with low peer support experienced lower social integration, which was related to lower graduation rates. This may be mitigated by engagement with peers if transfers can forge those connections (Laanan, 2007) .
Individual Student Experience
Lastly, individual student experiences including classroom experiences, curricular, and cocurricular experiences also influence student persistence (Reason, 2009) . Relationships with faculty have been related to increased GPA (Graunkey & Woolsey, 2005) , intent to reenroll (Schreiner, 2010) , and persistence (Schreiner & Nelson, 2013) for sophomores. Intellectual engagement is another aspect of individual experience that has been positively related to sophomore success (Kennedy & Upcraft, 2010; Schreiner, 2010) . Selecting a major is a critical decision in a student's first 2 years of college. In one study, students who were uncertain about their majors in the sophomore year had lower GPAs (Graunke & Woolsey, 2005) .
Sophomore transfers may experience less connection to faculty and less engagement with the campus community than their peers who began as freshmen (Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010) , which could indicate increased risk of dropping out. Results from the National Survey of Student Engagement (2009) bore this out. Transfer students were less likely to participate in high impact practices (e.g., community-based learning, undergraduate research, learning communities, etc.) and reported less faculty interaction than students who began at the institution. This challenge may be even greater at institutions that rely on large numbers of adjuncts to teach lower division courses. Roberts and McNeese (2010) studied the influence of on campus involvement on retention and they compared students who started at the institution with students who transferred from either a 2-year or 4-year college. They found that there is an effect of engagement on retention for both groups, but more interestingly, they found a significant difference in the level of engagement between the students based on their educational origin. Students native to the institution were significantly more involved when compared with transfer students, regardless of where transfer students came from. However, Laanan et al. (2011) found that when transfers connected with faculty, those connections had a positive relationship with student adjustment. Reyes (2011) raises the issue that transfer students from underrepresented groups may face even stronger challenges connecting with faculty and campus resources than their majority peers, a particular concern given that fewer underrepresented students transfer in the first place.
D'Amico, Dika, Elling, Algozzine, and Ginn (2014) explored academic and social integration of community college students after they transferred to a 4-year institution. They found that academic fit, as perceived by students, was the most consistent predictor of outcomes they studied, such as retention, GPA, credits earned, and others. At the same time, the authors found that social fit was not positively associated with outcomes and was in fact negatively associated with GPA. This is consistent with Lester, Brown, and Mathias' (2013) study, which indicated that transfer student integration is more connected with academic than with social fit.
Transfer Receptive Culture
Transfer receptivity concept highlights the active role 4-year institutions can play in helping transfer students make successful transitions into a new environment. Jain et al. (2011) coined the term ''transfer receptive culture'' drawing on the perspectives of critical race theory. The basic tenets of critical race theory include: ''(a) the centrality and intersectionality of race and racism; (b) the challenge to dominant ideology; (c) the commitment to social justice; (d) the centrality of experiential knowledge; and (e) the interdisciplinary perspective'' (p. 254). Jain et al. (2011) outlined five elements they considered necessary to establish a transfer receptive culture, elements that closely follow the principles of critical race theory, and expanded them to address the issues of transfer. The authors emphasize the importance that commitment of both institutions, sending and receiving, has for the success of transfer students. They point out that to create a truly receptive culture, efforts to receive students have to begin much before students arrive on campus. These efforts include, among other things, collaboration with 2-year institutions and institutionalization of receptive culture throughout the campus.
Method
This study took place at an urban research institution located in the West, with close to 30,000 students and high transfer-in population. About 60% of students transfer from other institutions. According to Carnegie classification, it is primarily nonresidential, medium full-time 4-year selective institution, where at least 60% to 79% of the undergraduate population attends full time. Our sample included all continuing and transfer students holding sophomore status at the time of data collection. Based on the institution's stipulation and the fact that it operates on a quarter system, sophomore status or sophomore class standing is defined as having earned 45 to 89 credits. Three cohorts of students who had sophomore standing at the end of the fourth week of the fall term for each respective cohort were chosen: Fall 2010 (n ¼ 2,617), Fall 2011 (n ¼ 2,464), and Fall 2012 (n ¼ 2,313). The total number of students included in the study was 7,394. Of these, 3,410 were continuing students, and 3,984 were transfer students. We purposefully selected this population of students to provide a relatively equal chance of being included for both continuing and transfer students based on their class standing rather than their year in college.
The research design of this study was twofold: We were first interested in the factors predicting sophomore retention. We wanted to know if some factors are stronger predictors of retention than others. Second, we were interested if continuing and transfer status is one of the key variables in predicting sophomore attrition. Therefore, our first two research questions were as follows:
1. What are retention predictors for students with sophomore standing? 2. Which student subgroups have the highest tendency of attrition or are subject to the highest risk of dropping out by the beginning of the following year?
To answer these research questions, we selected a model using binary logistic regression where the dependent variable indicated students' enrollment status by the following fall term. If a student did not enroll in the following fall term, then a coding of 0 was assigned to the dependent variable meaning that student was deemed not retained. Otherwise, 1 was assigned to a student who enrolled (thus being retained) in the following fall term. Independent variables consisted of student precollege characteristics, organizational context, and peer environment (Table 1) . Precollege characteristics mainly refer to student demographics prior to their college matriculation (Table 2) . Organizational context refers to variables relating to institutional policy and practices, particularly financial support from the institution under study. Peer and individual environment focuses on student academic performance, behavior, and classroom experience.
We were further interested in whether factors contributing to sophomore retention differed between continuing students and transfers. Thus, the final research question was as follows:
3. What factors uniquely contribute to continuing and transfer student retention, respectively, in addition to those shared variables that are predictive for both of these student populations? This last research question required a post hoc analysis to determine whether a continuing student variable named ''Continuing Student Indicator'' (Table 1) significantly predicted students' probability of being retained. If this variable was predictive, then we would perform two sets of logistic regressions for the continuing and transfer students separately answer the final research question.
All independent variables except for expected family contribution (EFC) have less than 5% missing data for all cases. Approximately, a quarter of the students (25.4%) did not file a free application for federal student aid (FAFSA). We thus, decided to treat these students as a separate subgroup when measuring EFC. Their EFC was coded as a null value instead of 0.
Study Limitations
Two major limitations of this study include variable selection as well as handling null values for some financial aid variables. Many social-psychological variables, such as indirect measures of student engagement and self-efficacy are related to retention and graduation, yet these variables are beyond the scope of this study. Indirect measures refer to student perceptions, opinions, attitudes, feelings, and values, which can be obtained from surveys, interviews, and student self-report. However, we argue that not using indirect measures that would normally be adopted in social-psychological studies could be one of the strengths of this study. We used all behavioral measures, which may have freed us from systematic biases created by subjective measures. Behavioral variables produce observable evidence that directly measures student behaviors, such as course registration, academic performance records, and exam results.
In addition, the designation of a separate group for a sizable portion of non-FAFSA applicants in our study is certainly not an optimal way to reconcile for the missing EFC. There are alternative approaches for attempting to approximate students whose EFC is unknown in a predictive model. For example, one method is to populate maximum EFC for these students, under the assumption that students do not file a FAFSA because their families have the highest ability to pay toward college education. This assumption, however, is probably not tenable for adoption at this institution where the student body is very diverse. Another method is multiple imputation, yet it requires a solid and accurate imputation model in the first place.
Data Analysis
The majority of the variables were obtained from a series of data files from Banner, which is the institution's student information system. Other information, such as housing contract and a list of students who participated in the TRIO program, was obtained from other institutional databases. All data points were then merged into one final file for analysis. In answering Questions 1 and 2, an original list of about 50 variables was first tested to eliminate variables that are of high colinearity based on the variance inflation factor. Then, all remaining 28 independent variables (Table 1) that had ignorable multicolinearity were entered simultaneously in the logistic regression, using SPSS 22.0 to predict the second fall term retention. We categorized key continuous variables into groups, such as EFC, to enhance the interpretability of research findings. Because EFC works in tandem with Federal Pell grant, EFC was grouped according to the payment schedule of the Pell grant. For example, at our institution, the maximum Pell grant awarded per award year was $5157. A student who had a zero EFC represented the highest financial need. An EFC equal or greater than $10,000 meant that a student had the lowest financial need. All other variables were grouped based on the distribution of the data to ensure each group had adequate research participants.
A Summary of Research Findings
A test of the full model against a constant only model was statistically significant, indicating that the selected 28 predictors, as a set, statistically distinguished sophomores that were retained by the following fall term and those that were not ( 2 ¼ 2423.55, p < .01, df ¼ 41). Nagelkerke's R 2 of .424 indicated a somewhat strong relationship between prediction and retention. In other words, approximately 42.4% of the variance has been accounted for by the 28 variables in our first model: overall model. The overall prediction of success was 83.1%, which means with our overall model, we were able to predict whether a student will be retained by the following fall 83.1% of the time. Nagelkerke's measure was selected out of all other available pseudo R 2 due to its proven performance to correspond very closely to R 2 . However, it needs to be noted that logistic regression does not have an equivalent to the R 2 that is found in ordinary least squares regression. The latter captures the proportion of variance accounted for by the predictors. Thus, interpreting Nagelkerke's R 2 in the same manner used with R 2 needs to proceed with great caution. Table 3 summarizes statistical result for all the three models we proposed: overall model combining both continuing and transfer students, continuing student model and transfer student model. The table shows all the variables, including subgroups in the model predicting fall-to-fall retention. Odds ratio defined as the ratio of the probability of being retained and the probability of not being retained is also reported. Statistically significant variables are indicated by asterisks next to their standard errors in parentheses. All reference groups are identified in parentheses next to the variable names. The following section will present statistically significant predictors of fall-to-fall sophomore retention, in the same order in which they are presented in Table 1 .
We concluded that factors contributing to retention were indeed statistically different between continuing and transfer students. Transfer students were statistically less likely to be retained than their continuing counterparts. Continuing students were 1.89 times (89%) more likely than transfers to be retained by the second fall term. For the continuing student model, approximately 40.4% of the variance has been accounted for. The prediction of success of this model was 86.0%, meaning the continuing student model predicts 86% of the time that the student will be retained by the following fall. For the transfer student model, approximately 43.4% of the variance has been accounted for. This model was slightly less accurate than both the overall model and the continuing student model, with prediction accuracy of 81.2%. We present detailed findings in the next section. First, we present findings from the overall model which included both continuing and transfer students in a single model. We will then draw a comparison between results of the continuing student model and the transfer student model.
Findings From the Overall Model Individual Environment: Classroom and Curricular Experiences
As the total credit hours earned increased by one, students were 1.04 times (4%) more likely to be retained. As the credit hours earned during the fall term of the sophomore year increased by 1 hour, students were 1.03 times (3%) more likely to be retained. When students' overall GPA increased by one unit, they were 1.23 times (23%) more likely to be retained. With one more transcript requested, the likelihood of being retained was reduced by 15%. As students take one more sophomore inquiry (SINQ) course, a required, general education course, they were 1.16 times (16%) more likely to be retained. Students whose most recent major was noted as declared were 1.56 times (56%) more likely to be retained than those whose major was undeclared.
Institutional Context
Students with no EFC-those having the highest financial need-were the least likely to be retained, compared with other groups of varying EFC amounts. Students with no fee remission were the least likely to be retained, compared with students being paid some fee remission. Students with no grant (of any kind) were the least likely to be retained, compared with students being paid varying amounts of grant. Students with a loan amount between $1 and $5000 had the least likelihood of being retained, regardless of the type of loan they received. Students with any kind of scholarship of less than $5000 were less likely to be retained than those that were paid more than $5000 scholarship. Students were more likely to be retained with each additional dollar in paid work study funds.
Student Precollege Characteristics and Experiences
Underrepresented minority students were the least likely to be retained, compared with international students (3.79 times or 279%), Whites (2.43 times or 143%), and students with unknown race or ethnicity (1.64 times or 64%). Compared with certified veterans, nonveteran status was associated with 50.8% decrease in the likelihood of being retained. Nonresidents had a decrease of 31.5% in the likelihood of being retained by the following fall term.
Findings From the Continuing Student and Transfer Student Models

Individual Environment: Classroom and Curricular Experiences
Overall student credit hours earned and number of transcripts requested significantly contributed to both continuing students and transfers' sophomore retention. As the total credit hours earned increased by one, continuing students and transfers were 1.04 times (4%) more likely to be retained. With one more transcript requested, the likelihood of being retained was reduced by 18% for continuing and 12% for transfer students. A number of variables behaved differently in continuing and transfer student models, including housing contract status, number of SINQ courses taken, major declaration, as well as number of credits taken during the first fall under consideration. Housing contract and the number of SINQ courses taken were significant variables predicting continuing students' sophomore retention but not transfers. Continuing students with housing contract were 1.44 times (44%) more likely to be retained than those continuing students without it. With an increase of one more SINQ course, continuing students were 1.61 times (61%) more likely to be retained. Transfers whose most recent major was declared were 1.71 times (71%) more likely to be retained than transfers whose major was undeclared. With one more credits taken during the fall term of the sophomore year, transfers were 1.04 times (4%) more likely to be retained.
Institutional Context
EFC, grant, and loan amount significantly contributed to sophomore retention. Like the overall model, these financial aid variables behaved consistently with continuing and transfer students. Continuing students and transfers who had the highest financial need (with no EFC) were the least likely to be retained, compared with other groups. Continuing and transfer students with no grant were the least likely to be retained, compared with students paid varying amounts of grant. Continuing students and transfers with a loan amount between $1 and $5000 had the least likelihood of being retained, when compared with students who borrowed other amounts or students with no loans. Adjusted gross income was the only financial aid variable that contributed significantly to continuing but not to transfer student retention. Continuing students with no or null adjusted gross income were the least likely to be retained when compared with those with varying levels of income.
Student Precollege Characteristics and Experiences
Race or ethnicity significantly predicted sophomore retention for both continuing students and transfers. Continuing and transfer underrepresented minority students were the least likely to be retained, compared with other race and ethnic groups. Veteran and conditional admission status significantly affected continuing students' retention but was not a significant predictor for transfers. Conditionally admitted students do not meet all the regular admission requirements (e.g., minimum GPA, required subjects, etc.) and can have conditions they need to meet to be admitted. Nonveteran continuing students were associated with 70% decrease in the likelihood of being retained than continuing students who were veterans. Conditionally admitted continuing students were less likely to be retained than their counterparts who were not admitted under certain conditions. Residency status (in-state or out-of-state) was not predictive for continuing students' retention; while it was predictive for transfer students. Nonresident transfers were associated with 34% decrease in the likelihood of being retained, in comparison with resident transfers.
Discussion and Implications
This research and the model we developed suggest that a large portion of the variance in predicting sophomore student fall-to-fall retention can be attributed to factors related to student precollege characteristics and experiences as well as their experiences during college. Our results also support the assertion that the concept of transfer receptivity provides a useful way to look at institutional culture, policies, and practices. Our discussion follows Reason's (2009) framework of student learning and persistence.
Financial factors are one of the most important influences for sophomores included in our study. While the financial factors we examined can be considered a part of students' precollege and in-college characteristics, we posit that, with the exception of EFC, they can also be a part of institutional context. Our rationale for placing these financial factors into institutional context stems from a view that financial education and financial aid policies can signify level of institutional commitment to help students understand finances, as well as pay for education. Perhaps it is not surprising that students who receive no grants or students whose EFC is low leave at a higher rate. Still, we might want to examine why some students do not receive any grants, as this may be connected with their knowledge about deadlines and the kinds of grants available, as well as a lack of financial literacy in general.
It is interesting that the loan amount and the amount of tuition remission a student receives are predictors of their persistence. When it comes to loans, the breaking point seems to be $5,000, with students borrowing $1 to $5,000 being least likely to progress to next year. This has implications for how financial counseling is conducted, especially when working with student populations that are loan averse (Perna, 2008) . Robb, Moody, and Abdel-Ghany (2011) found a relationship between the amount of student loan and persistence, where psychological toll of debt and its effect on persistence was higher for students with higher levels of student loan debt. While counselors certainly need to pay attention to the overall student debt, it may be appropriate to discuss the benefits of responsible borrowing with students. The use of tuition remission to retain students is not well studied, and it appears that tuition remission is used less often as a way to improve retention than as a recruitment tool (Chen & DesJardins, 2008; Hillman, 2012) . Our findings suggest the possible utility of this tool in helping students progress to their third year.
This study indicates that approaches to addressing student financial needs and concerns cannot be one dimensional. While it is desirable for institutions to provide more funding to students, of no less importance is knowing what types of funding will make a difference in retention for a student. In addition, helping students understand financial aid and the implications of their decisions may be as important as funding itself for some students. Recent research on the effects of financial factors on student persistence suggests significant correlation between student financial concerns and the likelihood of staying in school (Restad & Zinke, 2013) . Including a financial literacy component as part of in-class or out-of-class curricula can help address these and other financial issues. Financial literacy education may range from providing one or two options students can use to creating programs that provide comprehensive support to students. Such support can include but is not limited to stand-alone financial literacy classes; it can be embedded in the curriculum through the first-year experience programs and courses; it can also be included in academic advising, where advisors have an initial conversation with students and based on the need can make referrals to appropriate services on campus. Ultimately, the choice of financial literacy support will depend on specifics of each institution. Based on a study that explored the relationship between financial stress and retention, Joo, Durband, and Grable (2008) advocated for targeted programs aimed to reduce student attrition due to financial issues. More broadly, providing financial support in its many aspects can be a sign of a supportive organizational culture that can positively influence student persistence.
Another highly significant predictor of sophomore retention was transfer status. Students who transferred to the institution as sophomores were 47% less likely to persist to their third year than students who started at the institution as freshman. This finding, while consistent with the few other existing studies that include transfer status as a variable (Glass & Harrington, 2002; Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010; Luo, Williams, & Vieweg, 2007) , is especially surprising given its magnitude. This clearly suggests a need to start paying a much greater attention to sophomore transfers, both in parsing out what is specific about the challenges facing this population and also devising institutional solutions to help these students achieve educational goals. Berger and Malaney (2003) indicated that transfer preparedness was one of the most important indicators of student academic performance and satisfaction upon transfer. Some of the activities that contributed to this preparedness were advising, understanding academic requirements, counseling, and others. Allen, Smith, and Muehleck (2013) studied the importance of advising for transfer students and found that posttransfer students attributed higher importance to being known as an individual and feeling less anonymous at a receiving institution than pretransfer students. In other words, once students arrive on campus, they should feel they are important and accepted by their new institution and to the extent this does not happen, it may affect their retention after transfer.
In looking at our findings, while there are some factors that are a negative influence on transfer but not on continuing students' retention, mainly residency, major declaration, and credits earned during the first term, transfer students do not appear to differ very much from their counterparts who started at the institution as freshman. We ask why then transfer students do not persist at a similar rate as continuing students? Our predictive model indicates that about half of the variance in sophomore success belongs to factors not examined in this research and thus is not explained with this model. Many of these unexamined factors are institutional characteristics and we posit that they influence how receptive the institution is toward transfer students.
Organizational context is a complex notion with many variables. We explored financial factors in this context, but other features include organizational characteristics, including size mission, selectivity, and funding mechanisms. Organizational context involves tangible factors such as policies, practices, and requirements, and intangible aspects, namely culture and climate. It is exactly these features that we consider to be an integral part of transfer receptivity concept.
Creating a transfer receptive institution is a no small task. We begin by providing initial thoughts and recommendations on how to accomplish this and focus on the posttransfer part of the transfer process. First, institutions should look at the existing programs for transfer students. This includes orientation but goes beyond orientation and encompasses other transfer-specific programs. That said, transfer student success should not be the sole responsibility of transfer programs. Institutions should have policies that guide practices aimed to create a campus culture receptive toward the needs of transfer students. Grites (2013) noted that both students and institutions have assumptions about transfer process, and this can affect successful transition. Students can be overconfident since they already have college experience and think that the new environment will not notably differ. Similarly, faculty and staff may think students are more prepared than they are, thus not seeing when a student needs additional support (Grites, 2013) .
Each institution has its own culture, values, and rituals. Transfer students do not know what these are. As a result, students can feel isolated and socially excluded. Organizing activities and events geared toward transfer students can be a way for some students to feel accepted. It is important to recognize that many transfer students work and have limited time they can spend on campus.
This limitation makes engagement in the classroom even more important. Handel (2011) , however, noted that it is precisely transfer students who are less engaged in high impact practices, such as internships, research, study abroad, and others.
Importance of advising should not be underestimated in discussing the success of transfer students. This should start during the pretransfer process to ensure students take courses they can transfer, continue through orientation, until graduation. Advising has an important role in the creation of a transfer receptive culture. Many institutions now have mandatory advising for newly admitted students. For many transfer students, that advising session is the first and maybe only personal interaction they will have during the first year. Thus, how advising is structured and the quality of advising can make a real difference in whether a student feels welcomed and becomes a part of the culture at a new institution. In a study on advising effectiveness, Young-Jones, Burt, Dixon, and Hawthorne (2013) found that advising is linked to factors that contribute to student success. They found that the level at which advisors are available to students, meet with them, and are able to help them contributed to students' responsibility, self-efficacy, skill development, and perceived support. Advising, while important, is only one of the student support services that exist on campuses. Rethinking how and when these services are provided is one of the strategies institutions should employ in considering transfer student success.
While the bulk of our discussion has focused on the transfer receptivity concept, there are other findings from our study worth discussing. The two most notable precollege characteristics predicting sophomore retention in this study were demographic factors, namely ethnicity and residency status. Similar to findings from some other studies (e.g., Yu et al., 2010) , underrepresented students were less likely to persist to the third year when compared with White and, as is the case in this study, international students. Creating an institutional environment designed to help students from diverse backgrounds feel accepted and supported can go a long way in helping underrepresented students make a successful transition to a 4-year institution.
We found that student's individual environment mainly classroom experiences have a significant influence on sophomore retention. But, there was no significant difference between continuing and transfer students, except for the declaration of major. Declaring a major is one of the more important milestones in a student's progression toward a degree. While some studies (Gensemer-Topf, Stern, & Benjamin, 2007) note some urgency in deciding on a major during the sophomore year, there is no clear understanding of how major decision influences retention. Our study did suggest that being undecided has a significant negative effect on sophomore retention, but only for transfer students. This difference may be due to several factors, that is continuing students may have been involved in conversations about choosing a major and do not see their status as a problem. It is possible that transfer students have not had such structured experiences that would help them see choosing a major as a process rather than a problem they need to solve.
Finally, academic performance as a factor in sophomore success is not a new topic of study although the exploration has often not been related to retention (Glass & Harrington, 2002; Graunke &Woolsey, 2005) . Our findings point to the effects of overall credit hours earned for both groups, as well as credit hours earned in the first term for transfer sophomores. The more credits students accrue, the closer they are to degree, which may motivate them to stay enrolled.
Conclusion and Recommendations
This study builds on and extends the research on continuing and transfer student retention and identifies predictors of sophomore student success. It also explores whether it is feasible to expand Reason's model of first-year student persistence to sophomore students. Our results are promising, we however believe that further research would strengthen these results and we offer recommendations to continue this work. First, while the number of students in the sample was robust, the study involved only one institution and the results may not entirely generalize to other institutions, especially other types of institutions. Replicating this study with larger number and various types of institutions would provide further support to our results. Next, Reason's model of student persistence was used as a conceptual framework. Thus the predictive model we developed in the study is informed by Reason's model but it does not test it. It would be beneficial to empirically test this model. Third, we did not fully explore variables related to the organizational characteristics part of the framework due to the lack of data that pertain to it. Adding these missing variables would strengthen our model and its predictive power. It would also provide additional rationale for the use of transfer receptivity concept in student success.
This research addresses one of the crucial questions today's institutions are dealing with-student persistence and the role of institutions in helping all students succeed in postsecondary endeavors. We investigated factors that have an influence on sophomore retention, with transfer status as one of key variables. The predictive model we developed indicates that the factors we investigated (student precollege characteristics, individual environment, institutional context) contribute close to 43% of the variance predicting fall-to-fall retention for sophomores. The results of the study improve our understanding of why students leave, help us better predict whether they are likely to stay, and suggest what institutions can do to be more receptive and conducive to student success. Overall, we hope this research moves us beyond identification of risk factors and toward using information to affect change in how institutions provide support to continuing and transfer sophomores, knowing that this should improve their chances to graduate.
